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INTRODUCTION

The following feport is a preliminaery analysis of the estimated
costs for non-structural flood damage prevention for structures
affected by two flood levels along the west and southwest branches of
the Housatonic River in the City of Pittsfield, Massachusetts.

This report evaluated residential, commercial, and apartment
buildings to determine what possible methods could be employed to
floodproof these structures through v#rious non-structural technigues.

Each structure was analysed to determine what non-structural
flood technique could be appropriately used to protect each structure
against two distinct flood levels, the 100 year flood and the Standard
Project Flood (SPF). In a number of cases non-structural techniques
of floodproofing were inappropriate and impractical. It was.concluded
that in these cases the use of non-structural technigues could not be
applied without affecting the structural integrity of the building or
severely limiting the practical use of the structure. Therefore, if
a structure could not be floodproofed or raised above the flood level
{an acceptable floodproofing technigue), the structure was categorized
as reguiring demolition.

Sheets 1 through 4 of the Attachment shows the impact of the two
flood levels investigated and what structures would require raising or
demolition. All other structures evaluated within the study area could

utilize non-gtructural flood technigues outlined in this report.



The information included in this study is not meant to be
conclusive, but rather to provide a rough guide for the preliminary
analysis phase from which future decisions may be made for a later,
more detailed study. All work undertaken for this investigation
was performed in accordance with Contract Number DACW 33-77-0066,

Work Order Number 16.
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SUMMARY

In order to develop estimated costs of floodproofing individual
structures located along the two branches of the Housatonic River
that would be subject to two distinct flood conditions, the following
procedures were used: a field survey was performed to determine the
type of structure and the estimated flood inundations. The structures
were grouped into residential, commercial, and apartmentrcategories.
Costs of floodproofing were estimzted according to the size of the
structure and the extent of inundation.

Floodproofing of residential structures consisted of providing a
peripheral drainage system, waterproofing and blocking up basement
walls and raising foundations, and the provision of flood shields at
building entries. The extent of these measures was dependent upon
basement usage and the depth of inundation. Costs were estimated using
unit perimeter prices proportioned to the size of the house. Commercial
structures were considered using similar measures, however, the commercial
usage of the structure and the estimated extent of damage was taken into
account. No costs were applied for the purpose of floodproofing free-
standing garages since it was assumed that water would enter the structure
during a flood and exit during the recession without causing damage,
nor for demolition of garages.. Other categories consisting of apart-
ment buildings and commercial structures were also studied. In some
cases, due to the physical characteristics of the apartment building or
commercial property, nonstructural flcocodproofing techniques are not

~
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applicable. Such structures would require that earth berms be
constructed with flood gates to provide access. Howe%er, if flood
walls, berms, or other conventional means of flood protection were
no£ practical, an estimated cost for demclishing the structure was
developed as part of this report.

Structures were grouped along both the west and southwest branches
of the Housatonic River into river reaches. The southwest branch river
reaches according to‘location are:

Reach 1: Railroad Bridge to Barker Street

Reach 2: Barker Street to dam opposite Gale Avenue

The west branch river reaches according to location are:

Reach 1: Tel-Electric dam to West Street

Reach 2: West Street to Columbus Avenue

Reach 3: Columbus Avenue to Linden Street

Reach 4: Linden Street to Pontoosuc Avenue

v

In all cases which were investigated, approximately 63 percent were
conventicnal one family residential dwellings. The majority of these
structures required Type &, B, C, or b floodproofing ( see PROCEDURE
section) at an average cost per structure of thirteen and eighteen
thousand dollars ($13,000 & $18,000) for the two flood conditions
studied. About 21 percent of the structures studied were apartments
and they reguired an averagé floodproofing cost per structure of
twelve and sixteen thousand dollars ($12,000 & $16,000) for the two

flood conditions. Commercial structures constituted about 16 percent



of the cases studied, and their floodproofing cost averaged one

hundred twelve and one hundred fifty-eight thousand dollars ($112,000

& $158,000) for the two flood conditions.
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I. PROCEDURE

A. FIELD STUDY

The field study identified all structures which would be affected
by the 100 vear fregquency and the Standard Project Flood (SPF).
Structures were visually £field evaluated for general condition, usage,
size, first floor elevation, type of foundation and basement. Elev-
ations were obtained from the Corps of Engineers photogrammetric
topography plan. This plan had contours at five foot increments
creating the need for estimating elevations. Photographs were taken
and all observed changes from the'topographic plan were recorded.

It was observed during the field study that structures have been
removed and new structures addéd since the date of the original plan.
These changes have been reflected on the topography plan enclosed.

The above data was then compiled with respect to the elevation of
the estimzted flood surface {(of the 100 year flood and the SPF) for
each structure. These elevations were obtained from flood profiles
developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England Division.
The depth of inundation was then estimated and the proper classification

of floodproofing determined for each case and for each flood condition.

B. FLOOD?ROOFING CLASSIFICATION

Generally, floodproofing for residential, apartment, and commercial

structures was divided into seven major categories. The categories were

determined by the depth of inundation and the basement usage. The



first three categories (Types A, B and C} were applied to structures
where the proposed depth of inundation is below the first floor. Type
D applies to cases where the flood waters aré less than three feet
above the first floor and all unusual cases were considered in a
separate category (Type E) with each structure evaluated on an
individual basis. Type F category applies to structures receiving no
floodproofing. A final category (Type G) involves the case where the
depth of inundation is greater than three feet above the first floor
or there exists no practical means of floodproofing the structure. for
this category, demolition of the structure would be reguired. Structures
which could not be raised or floodproofed by conventional methods were
listed under this category.

The following represents a breakdown of each category indicating
the measures to be taken and the assumptions used in classification:

TYPE A

Type A floodproofing is used for structureé that have unfinished
basements with no storage. Type A floodproofing techhiques consist of
digging a trench in the basement floor and installing a drainage system
to remove the water that accumulates. The trench would be located
around the periphery of the basement approximately two feet inward from
the walls. The trench should have a depth of about two feet. B2 system of
six~inch diameter vitrified clay pipes leading to a sump hole containing a

pump would be installed within the bottom of the trench and backfilled



with crushed stone. The sump pump would reguire a separate electric
outlet and would be connected to an cutside hose which would divert
water away from the basement. The top four inches of the trench would
be finished concrete in order to restore the basement to its original
condition. Twelve {12) structures under the 100 year flood and six
{6) unde; the SPF were placed in this category.

TYPE B

Type B floodproofing is used for structures that have finished
basements with storage but no living accommodations. Houses in fair
to excellent condition having basements were classified within this
category. The procedures to be followed for this type of floodproofing
consist of the Type & drainage system, as well as waterproofing of the
outside of the basement walls. Waterproofing basement walls would
require a trench be excavated around the outside periphery of the
structure. The exposed basement walls would then be cleaned and @ater—
proofing applied. The t:ench would be backfilled and compacted and the
vard restored to itg original condition. For the 100 year and the
Standard Project Flood, 145 and 93 structures respectively required.
this method of floodproofing.

TYPE C

Type C floodproofing is applied to structures having finished
basements being used for living guarters and storage. This technigue
requires the same measures as Type B with the additional precaution of

blocking up all windows and doors. This would regquire the remowval of



existing doors and windows, to be replaced with block masonry. This
measure could cause problems with regard to local fire and building
codes. Such related problems were not formally addressed within the
scope of this report. Twenty-one (21) structures under the 100 year
flood and fifteen (15) under the SPF were placed in this category.

TYPE D

Type D f£floodproofing is used for structures having basements
which would receive a depth of inundation above the first flecor. This
technique would consist of the Type C technique with the additional
measure of raising the foundation above the flood elevation. The
raising of the foundation would require the structure be lifted by
hydraulic jacks and temporarily supported by cribbing. All utility
lines would be disconnected prior to thig operation. The foundation
would then be extended to the new elevation of the struecture and the
utilities reconnected. After the new foundation is completed, the
jacks can be removed and the house and yard restored to their original
condition. In order to perform this operation, it may be necessary to
evacuate the occupants for approximately two to four weeks while
construction is being completed. Forty (40) structures under the
100 year floogd and seventy-four (74) structures under the SPF came
under this category.

TYPE E

Type E floodpreoofing applies to residential and commercial cases

which have a depth of inundation above the first floor, but cannot be



floodproofed by any of the already mentioned procedures. These
structures were examined on an individual basis with explanations
and costs presented in Appendix A. 1In all cases, a more detailed
engineering investigation would be reguired prior to construction.
For those cases requiring flood shields, it should be noted
that the shields are only installed during a flooding condition.
Therefore, suitable warning time would have to be provided prior to
a flood. Without this warning time, the structures would have
limited protection which could result in substantial damage to the
structures and their contents. For the 100 year fleod and the SPF,
sixteen (16} and thirty-four (34) structures respectively were
grouped into this category.
TYPE F
Type F applies to structures which will receive no formal
floodproofing under this study. Such structures are those which are
not affected by either flooding condition or those for which the usage
of the structure does not dictate formzl floodproofing. One hundred
three (103} structures and thirty-five (35} structures were grouped
under this category for each of the two flooding conditions respectively.
TYPE G
Buildings that are placed into this category are structures that
could not be floodproofed by any of the methods previously discussed.
Buildings placed into this category are structures which would

receive a depth of inundation above or in excess of three feet above the
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first floor, or because of the structures' construction or intended
use the application‘of the floodproofing methods discussed would
affect the building's structural integrity or severely limit the
practical use of the building. Structures categorized under Type G

were classified, for the purpose of this study, as reguiring demelition.

C. cosTs

The costs for Types A, B, and C were obtained based on a unit cost
per perimeter foot. The calculations used in formulating these costs
are shown in Appendix B and the final rounded-off values are presented
in Table III.. Costs for Types &, B and C floodproofing were obtained
by multiplying the perimeter by the unit cost. Type D floodproofing
is estimated assuming Type C costs plus an additional lump sum based on
the estimated cost of raising the foundation. Type E floodproofing is
estimated on an individual basis with the explanation presented in
Appendix A according to the footnote number. Type F floodproofing
reguires no formal procedure and therefore, no cost is assumed for this
study. Structures listed under Category G and the associated demolition
costs are presented in Appendix A and in Table I. Demolition costs
are based upon $0.10 per cubic foot, which is added to the estimated
fair market value for total demolition cost (not including costs for
the relocation and resultant social impact upon apartment tenants).

Since certain variables making up the floodproofing and foundation
raising costs are related to the size of the building, different unit

prices for different size buildings are presented in Table ILI. The
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raw unit costs used in these calculations are based on typical values
from the Robert Snow Means Company, Inc., 1972 Building Cost Data
publication as well as estimates provided by local contractors and our
own engineering judgment. Final costs were derived from the raw costs
with operational adjustments. These adjustments consist of an
additional 10 percent for contingencies or unforeseen construction
difficulties, an additional 10 percent for general contractors' over-
head and profit, and 10 - 20 percent for engineering and survey fees.
For this study it was assumed that the engineering and survey fee would
be 20 percent for Types A, B and C flooedproofing, and 10 percent for
foundation raising (Type D) where the experience of the contractor is

most critical to the success of the operation.

IXI. RESULTS OF NON-STRUCTURAL METHODS S?UDIED

Table I lists each structure examined during this investigation.
Contained within this Table is the address, a éode system describing the
structure, the effect of the proposed flooding upon the structure and the
recommended floodproofing technique and its cost. Also included in the
Table is the estimated first floor elevation and perimeter of each
structure. Commercial buildings or industrial buildings examined may
also contain a footnote number. These numbers refer to Appendix A where
the structure's description, usage and recommended floodproofing
technigue is presenéed on an individual basis. Within Table I, the

column headed "Type" refers to a classification code system used in
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describing the structure. The first letter of the code system refers

to the primary use of the structure; "C" refers to a commercial structure:
and "A" refers to an apartment building or complex containing more than
four individual units. "“R" refers to residential structures; and "I"
refers to an industrial building or complex. The adjacent second

letter is used to define the primary material from which the building is
constructed. "W" refers to wood, "B" to block ;nd "M" to metal.

The next number immediately following these two letters refers to the
number of stories. A number containing "1/2" refers to a structure .
containing a finished or semi-finished attic apparently used for living
or storage. The final number refers to the basement. A zero ("0")
indicates no basement or slab—on-grade. A "1" refers to a crawl-type
basement; a "2" refers to an unfinished basement; a "3" refers to a
finished bhasement; a "4" refers to an unfinished basement with an
enclosed garage; a "5" refers to a finished basement with an enclosed
garage; and a "6" refers to an unfinished basement with storage. For
all structures whose overall cordition is rated poor, a "*" follows the
above code.

The column headed "Depth of Inundation” refers to the depth of water,
above the basement floor, during each of the two proposed flood conditions
examined. The column headed "Depth of Water above F.F." refers to the
total height of water above the estimated first floor grade during the
two floods. A zero in this column indicates that the water will not
reach the first floor. 1In the case of a structure with a slab-on-grade

foundation, the two columns will have the same value. The column headed
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"Cost in Thousands" refers to the estimated costs for floodproofing
each structure or the costs of demolition if applicable. The column
headed "Estimated Market Value" is our estimation of the fair market
value of those structures, including the land, that fall in the
demolition category.

Table II represents a breakdown of all cases considered, grouping
the structures according to Reach Number. Each structure within the
Reach is further analyzed according to the type of structure, the size
and the recommended floodproofing technique.

Table III represents the estfimated cost of different floodproofing
technigques, Table values were obhtained according to procedures des-
cribed in Section I-C of this Report.

Tables IV and V represent the estimated cost for each Reach
category respectively. Values used in these Tables were obtained from

tabulation of quantities presented in Table I.
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DESCRIPTION OF SYMBOLS
USED IN TABLE I

_ST—

DEPTH OF
DEPTH OF FLOOD
FLOOD WATERS WATERS
BASED ON ABOVE BASEMENT ABOVE ESTIMATED REFERS TO
ADDRESS PHOTOGRAMMETRIC (FIRST FLOOR FOR FIRST - COST OF APPENDIX A
L TOPOGR#EEY PLAN SLAB—QE:GRADE) FLOOR 'FLOODPﬁOOFING DESCR%PTION
I ! I ] { o i
DEPTH OF PROPOSED cosT IN
HOUSE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED ‘3553;3;‘ WATER FLOOD PROOF | o 0 ogs | FOOTNOTE
STREET TYPE FF PERIMETER ABOVE EF TECHNIQUE ) 2
NO
ELEVATION . LF
1936 | sPE | 1936 [ spE | 1936 | spr | 1936 | spF
hdams Street 35 | cw-2-2% 395 160 16 20 5 9 G G 1.5 1.5
Mechanic Street 52 CB-1-2 397 570 7 10 0 0 E B 3.3 3.3 i
Cotton Street 36 RW~-2-2 407 160 3 7 0 0 B B 9.1 9.1
Poor Condition
Category Basement Usage Flocdproofing Technigue
A—~ APARTMENT 0- NO BASEMENT TYPE A~ PERIPHERIAL DRAINAGE SYSTEM ONLY
C- COMMERCIAL 1- UNFINISHED BASEMENT,NO STORAGE TYPE B- TYPE A PLUS WATERPROOF QUTSIDE
R~ RESIDENTIAL 2= FINISHED BASEMENT WITH STORAGE . OF BASEMENT WALLS
I- INDUSTRIAL 3~ PINISHED BASEMENT LIVING AREA TYPE C~ TYPE B PLUS BLOCKING UP OF
4~ UNFINISHED BASEMENT WITH ENCLOSED GARAGE WINDOWS
5- FINISHED BASEMENT WITH ENCLOSED GARAGE TYPE D—- TYPE C PLUS RAISING FOUNDATION
Predominant 6~ UNFINISHLD BASEHMENT WITH STORAGE TYPE E~ UNUSUAL CONDITIONS - SEE FOOTNOTE
Structural Material TYPE F— RO FORMAL FLOODPROOFING TECHNIQUE
B~ BRICK OR BLOCK Number Of Floors TYPE G- FLOODPROOFING NOT PRACTICAL ~—-—

W~ WOOD
M~ METAL

DEMOLITION OF STRUCTURE



SW Branch TABLE 1 REACH NoO. 1
—f
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTHROF DEPTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
HOUS WATE ; FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR]S.P.F. 00 YR|5.P.F. ' I00YR [S.P.F 100 YRI S.P.F.
Barker Road 115| rRW-1-1 292 160 0 2 0 2 F D 0.0 15.6
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TABLE 1
SW Branch REACH NO. 2
. DEPTH OF | DEPTH OF PROP
ESTIMATED § ESTIMATED|  WATER FLODD PROOF |  ESTIMATED COST IN
HOUSE INUNDATION _ :
STREET TYPE F.F. | periMETER | ABOVE F.F FOOTNOTE 7 | TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.00's
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
L 100 YR {S.P.F. {100 YR|S.P.F. OYR [S.PF 00 YR| s.P.F.
Barker Road 114 | RW~2-6 | 995 110 0 0 o 7 F G $ 38,000 0.0 39.9
 (Armory Garage) o I S A B
adwell Road e | CR1-0 | 987 - 250 0 7 0o 7 F G 120,000 0.0 123.9 |,
(Two Buildings)
Cadwell Road 106 | cw~2-6 | 982 126 5 12 |13 20 G G 80,000  [85.0 85.0
Cadwell Road 111 {RW-1%-2{ 985 120 2 9 |10 17 D G 30,000 13,8 32.3
Cadwell Road 116 | RW~2-3 | 982 124 5 12 {13 20 G G 31,000 33.4 33.4 ]
1 | Cadwell Road 120 | RW~1-4{ 982 160 5 12 | 137 20 G G 40,000 42.1 42.1
7
Cadwell Road 123 ) RW~1-3 | 985" 132 2 o | 10 17 D G 33,000 14.2 34.4
Cadwell Road 127 |rW-1%-5| 987 9% 1o 7 g8 15 c G 29,000 6.5 30.0
Cadwell Road 130 | RW~1-5{ 982 156 5 12 {13 20 G G 38,000 40.0 40.0
Cadwell Road 131 rB~1-5| 987 100 T g8 15 c G 29,000 6.7 29.8
Cadwell Road 136 | RW-1%-3] 985 112 | 2 9 {10 17 D G 30,000 13.5 31.6
Cadwell Road 141 |RW-1%-6{ 987 124 0 7 8 15 B G 31,000 7.3 32.9
Cadwell Road 190 | RW-2%-~6 283 128 4 11 12 19 G G 32,000 35.1 35.1
Cadwell Road  [200] cw~1-0| 981 140 6 13 6 13 G G 35,000 36.2 36.2
cadwell Road 203 | Rw~2-6 ] 984 100 3 10 |11 18 G G 29,000 30.6 30.6




SW Branch TABLE 1 REACH NO. 2
. DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPQSED COST IN
HOUSE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED WATER INUNDATION FLOOD PROOQF ESTIMATED .
STREET TYPE F.F. | pERIMETER | ABOVE F.F FOOTNOTE 7 | TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.00'5
NO ELEVATION LF - VALUE =
IO YRIS.P.F.[IO0OYR]S.P.F. I00YR|S.P.F. 10O YR| S.P.F.
Cadwell Road 207 | RW-2-6 982 i24 5 12 13 20 G $ 31,000 33.4 33.4
Cadwell Road 229 |RW-1%-6 287 136 0 7 8 15 G 34,000 8.5 36.3 |
Cadwell Road 231 |RW-1%-3 o987 108 0 7 8 15 G 30,000 7.1 31.%
Cadwell Road 233 | RW-2-6 ag3 112 4 11 12 19 G ‘ 30,000 32,0 32,0
(nccess behind 136 Cadwell) ’
Cadwell Road ——— | RW~2%-6 978 104 9 16 17 24 G 30,000 32.0 32.0
1 _
]
P
Gale Avenue 2 RW-1%-6 978 130 9 16 17 24 G G 32,000 34.1 34.1
Gale Avenue 8 |Rw-2%-2 0983 140 4 11 12 i%9 G G 35,000 38.7 38.7
Gale Avenue 16 {RW-1%-3 083 160 4 11 12 19 G G 40,000 43,2 43.2
Gale Avenue 22 RW-2-2 984 140 3 10 11 18 G G 35,000 3s.1 38.1
Gale Avenue 27 RW=-2~2 o988 152 4] 6 7 14 B G 38,000 8.8 41.¢6
Gale Avenue 28 |RB-2-6%* 993 120 o 1 2 S “A D 4,2 13.8
Gale Avenue 32 |RB-1%-3 298 160 G 4] 0] 4 c C 9.8 9.8
Gale Avenue 33 RW-2-6 Q95 124 0 0 ) 7 F B 0.0 7.3
Greendale Avenue| 4 RW~1-0 983 70 4 11 4 11 G 25,000 25.5 25.5




SW Branch TABLE I REACH NO. 2
CoTMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
WATER FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSE)  rypg F.F. | pERIMETER | ABOVE F.F INUNDATION | OTNOTE 22 | TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.00°s
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
oo yr|s.p.F. lioovr|s.pF EOO‘E[S.P.F‘ 100 YR| S.P.F.
Greendale Avenud 21jRW-1-3 997 a0 0 0 0 5 C C 5.7 5.7
Greendale Avenud 22[RW-2%-6 995 80 0 0 0 B B 5.1 5.1
1
Greendale Avenud 24|RwW-2-4 1000 120 0 0 0] F B 0.0 7.1
Greendale Avenud 31]RW-2-6 997 120 0 0 0 5 F B 0.0 7.1
Greendale Avenuq 34|Rw-1-4 1000 120 0 0 0 2 F 0.0 7.2
Ll Greendale Avenud 48|AW-2~4 1000 144 0 0 0 2 F 0.0 8.3
¥
(WBEC Radio) .
Jackson Street 211iCB-1-0 985 350 2 9 2 9 i E 21,0 32.0
Jackson Street 217 | RW-1%-3 994 132 0 0 1 8 C 8.3 8.3
Jackson Street | 223|RW-2-2 990 132 0 4 12 B $ 33,000 7.8 35.7
W.Housatonic St. | 418|Rw-1%-3 991 128 0 3 4 11 C 8.1 14.2
w.Housatonic St. | 421|RW-2~2 998 120 o o o 4 F 0.0 7.1
W.Housatonic st. | 422}|RW-2-6 993 100 0 1 2 9 B 6.2 13.0
W.Housatonic St. | 427jRW-2-2 987 148 0 7 g8 15 G 38, 000 8.5 41.4
W.Housatonic St. | 433|RB-1-0 982 216 5 12 5 12 G 40,000 44.4 44.4




_OZ_

TABLE I

REACH NO. 2

SW Branch
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED D%T'EROF DEPTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
T A FLOOD PROQF ESTIMATED R
STREET HOUSEL  rvpe FF. | permeren | ABOVEFR.F | MNUNDRTION | tNoTE 72| TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.00’s
NO . ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR |S.P.F. [HOOYR| S.P.F. 100 YRTS.P.F. 100 YR| S.P.F.

"Rig N"Shopping Plaza
W.Housatonic gt. | === |CB-1-0 a79 2020 8 i5 8 15 2 E E $2,550,000 3060, 3060,
Mcbonalds ]
W.Housatonic St, | —-—-- |CB=1-0 976 240 11 i8 11 18 -3 E B 180,000 187.2 187.2
W.Housatonic St. 472 [RW-1-0 976 116 11 i8 11 18 4 E E 29,000 30.3 30.3
Fitch Motel - 22 Unitg
W.Housatonic St. | ——- [CW-1-0 976 520 11 18 11 18 4 E E 330,000 343,2 343.2
Diner )
W. Housatonic st.} —-- [CW-1-0 77 112 10 17 10 17 4 E B 10,000 11.2 1l.2
Shell Station . -
W.Housatonic St. | 484 |CB-1~0 975 188 12 19 12 19 4 E B 33,000 51.3 51.3
Sunoco Station
W.Housatonic St,. | —- |[CB~-1-0 975 340 12 12 12 12 5 E B 90,000 114.0 114.0
W.Housatonic St. | 490 |[RB~2-3 a78 102 9 16 17 24 G G 29,000 30.6 30.0
W.Housatonic St. | 541 |RW-2-2 9933 1G4 0 i 2 9 B D 6,2 13.2
W.Housatonic St. | 565 [RB~1-3 o88 120 0 6 7 14 C G 30,000 7.6 31.4
W.Housatonic St. | 572 |RW-2-2 286 132 1l 8" 9 16 D G 33,000 4.3 35.7
W.Housatonic St. | 573 |JRW-2-5 984 100 3 10 11 18 G TG 29,000 30.6 30.6
W.Housatonic St. | 577 [RW-1%-2 283 120 4 11 12 i9 G G 30,000 31.8 31i.8
W.Housatoniec St. | 578 |RW-2-6 ag2 100 5 12 13 20 G G 29,000 30,6 30,6
Mobil Station
W.Housatonic st. | 581 |CB~1-0 982 160 5 12 5 12 © BE BE 24,000 41,4 41.4
W.Housatonic St. | 582 |RW-1-3 a8l 148 © 13 14 21 G G 38,000 40.1 740.1




SW Branch .
TABLE 1 REACH NO. 2
CSTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTH OF DERTH OF PROPOSED . COST 1N
WATER FLOOD PROOF STIMATED .
STREET HOUSEL  ryee F.F. {periveren | ABOve F.r | NUNOATION 4 iNOTE 72 | TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.00's
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 les.P.F. IOOYRIS.P.F. 100 YR ls.P.F, 100 YRJ S.P.F.
W.Housatonic St. | 586RW-1%~2 | 980 132 7 14 115 22 G G $ 33,000 B5.2 35.2
W.Housatonic St. | 590|RB~1-0 979 118 8 15 8 15 G G 29,000 30.3 30.3
W.Housatonic St. | 591|RW-2%-2 985 100 2 9 10 17 D e 29,000 13 30.9
W.Housatonic St. | 596 RW-1%-2 983 120 4 13 12 19 G G 30,000 31.8 31.8
595
W.Housatonic St. {-597IAB-2-6 985 160 2 9 10 17 D G 40,000 15.6 44.0
Body Shop - .
W.Housatonic St, | 607|CB-1-0 982 200 5 12 5 12 7 E E 38,000 h3.0 43.0
Tire Shop
W.Housatonic St. | 615iCR-1~-0 983 240 4 11 4 1] 8 E E 54,000 6l.2 61.2
Woodleigh Road 20 |rB-1%-3 986 120 1 8 9 16 D G 30,000 1.3.8 31.8
Woodleigh Road 30 |RB-1-6 990 160 1) 4 5 12 B G 40,000 9.1 42.4
Woodleigh Road 40 |rW-1%-2| 1000 120 0 0 0 2 F B 0.0 7.1
Zoar Street 9-11|aB-2%-6| 982 120 5 12 13 20 G TG 30,000 32,7 32.7
15 -~
Zoar Street 17 |AwW-2%-2 989 120 9] 5 6 13 B G 30,000 7.1 32.7
S




—ZZ—

W. Branch TABLE 1 N REACH NO. 1}
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED CcoOST IN
' WATER NDATION FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSEL  rvpe F.F. | peameren | ABOVE F.E | NUNDATION tNoTE 3| TECHNIGUE MARKET $1000.00’S
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR]S.P.F. IOOYRLS.P.F. 00 YR [5.P.F. 100 Yn[ S.P.F.
Apt. Complex,24 Apts. /Unit
Deering Street 10 { AW-3~0 1006 N/A 0 4] 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
Deering Street 20 | AW-3~0 1003 N/A 0 o 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
. 30~ .
Deering Street 32 AW-3~0 1002 N/A 0 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
bDeering Street 40 |aw-3-0 | 1000 N/A 0 0 0 0 * F P 0.0 0.0
50—
Deering Street 52 AW—3-0 997 N/A 0 0 o 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
60- .
Deering Street 62 | AW-3-0 999 N/A 0 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 - 0.0
Northeast Utilities Service C?nter .
West Street —==| CB~1-0 1000 N/A o 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0




W. Branch TABLE I REACH NO. 2
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
WATER FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSE|  rype F.F. |perimerer | ABOVE F.p | INUNDATION 4 TNOTE £ |  TECHNIQUE MARKET 31000.00's
NO ELEVATION VALUE
100 YR [s.P.F. |oom] S.P.F. 100 YRJ S.PF. 100 YR] S.P.F.

#Columbus Avenue | 297} aB-3-6 1002 240 0 3 9’ B D 13.5 18.0

Riverside Cafe

Columbus Avenue 301} CB-2-6 1001 120 0 4 10 9 B E $ 14,000 7.1 16.3 ]

Columbus Avenue 323] RW-2-3 1000 140 0 3 5 1] C D 8.7 14.7
' Columbus Avenue 329| RW=-2-2 1004 140 (1] 0 1 7 B 8.1 8.1

Columbus Avenue 337 RW—~2-3 1008 160 0 0 0 Lof 0.0 9.8

1

B2

7

Dewey Avenue 73 | RW-2-3 1008 160 0 0 0 3 F C 0.0 2.8
Dewey Avenue 73R | RW-2-6* 293 110 4 10 12 18 G G 6,000 7.9 7.9
Dewey Avenue 79 { RW-2-2 1004 110 0 0 1 7y B B 6.6 6.6
West Street 306] RW—-2-3 1006 170 G- g 5 F C 0.0 19,3
West Street 310] RW=2-3 1004 130 ) 0 7 C C 8.2 8.2
,




W.Branch TABLE I REACH NO. 3
] :smmreb cormaren|  UErHOF DEPTH OF PROPOSED . COST N
HOUS WATE FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET El rvee FF | permeren | ABOVE FE | "MVNOTION pooiote g | TECHNIGUE MARKET $1000.00'5
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
movnrs.P.F. I00YR) S.P.F soovnls.p_r. 100 YR]| S.P.F.
275~
Bradford Street 277} AW-2-6 1008 200 0 0 0 3 F B 0.0 11.3
Bradford Street 279| RW-2-0 1006 N/A 0 o 0 0 F F 0.0 0.0
Bradford Street 2801 RW-2-2 1008 160 0 0 0 3 ¥ B 0.0 9.2
Bradford Street | 283) Rw-2-2} 1008 150 0 0 0 3 F B 0.0 8.6
282~
Bradford Street 284 | AW-2%-6f 1008 210 0 0] 3 F B 0.0 11.8
&;| Bradford Street | 287 | Rw-1%-0| 1006 N/B 0 ) * F _F 0.0 0.0
T 288~
Bradford Street 2901 aw-2%-1] 1007 N/A 0 ] 0 0 * F 0.0 0.0
West Side Fish Market
Columbus Avenue 3003 ¢cB-1i-0} 1000 130 0 3 0 3 10 F $ 16,000 0.0 18.6
314~
Columbus Avenue 316} Aaw-2-2 1000 iso 0 3 7 il B 10,7 16.7
Columbus Avenue | 322] RW-2-6} 1000 140 0 3 7 11 B 8.1 14.7
326~
Columbus Avenue 3281 AwW-2-3 1004 210 o] 0 3 7 C 12.8 12.8
Columbus Avenue 3341 CB-1-0 1008 N/3 ] ] 0 % F 0.0 0.0
Dewey Avenue 96 | RW-2%-6F 1005 200 0 ) 2 B B 11.3 11.3
Milton's Place
Dewey Avenue 971 CB-1-0 998 20 1 il G 8,000 8.5 8.5




TABLE 1

REACH NO. 3

_SZ—

W. Branch
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTE::ROF DEPTH OF PROPOSED CcOST IN
WAT FLQOD PROQF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSE)  7vee FF. Joermeren | ABOVERF | NNORTION o ore 5 | TEGHNIOUE MARKET $1000.00's
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR|5.P.F. 1oo~nis.m. 100 YR |S.P.F. 100 YR] s.P.F.

Dewey Avenue 102 1 RW-2-1 996 250 3 7 6 1o b G $ 24,000 18.0 33.8
Dewey Avenue 107 | RW-2-6 996 120 3 7 ] 11 15 D G 15,000 13.8 17.3
Dewey Avenue 110 | rRW-2~1 1000 160 0 3 2 6 A D 5.5 15.6
Dewey Avenue 111 | rRW-2-6 996 130 3 7 11 15- D G 15,000 14.3 17.6
Dewey Avenue 113 | RW-2-1 997 100 2 6 S 9 D G 15,000 13.0 16.6
Dewey Avenue 114 ] RW~2-6 298 150 1 5 9 13 D G 18,000 i5.1 21.7
Dewey Avenue 121 | RW=-2-2 299 230 0 4 8 12 B G 43,000 13.0 51.2
Dewey Avenue 122 | CB~2-6 1004 170 O 0 3 7 B B 9.6 9.6
Dewey Avenue 125 { RW-2-1*% 996 100 3 7 6 10 D G 8,000 13.0 9.6
Dewey Avenue 129 | RW—-2-3 998 120 1l 5 9 13 D G 15,000 13.8 17.3

135-
Dewey Avenue 137 | AW-2-6 298 160 1 5 9 13 D G 21,000 15.6 25,0
Dewey Avenue 141 | RW-2%--2 998 140 1 5 9 13 D G 16,000 14,7 19.7

143-
Dewey Avenue 145 |aw-2%-2 998 140 1 5 9 13 D G 16,000 14,7 19.7
Dewey Avenue 147 |RW-2%-2 998 150 1 5 ‘9 13 D G 18,000 15.1r 21.7
Dewey Avenue 154 | CB-2-0 1000 160 g 3 a 3 12 F E 0.0 5.0
Dewey Avenue 155 { RW—2-2 998 130 9 13 D G 15,000 14.3 17.6




_98-_

TABLE 1

W. Branch REACH NO. 3
ESTMATED | ESTIMATED| CWATER. | ncanrion Do PROY STIMATED COST IN
ESTI E WATER FLOOD PROOF ESTIM .
STREET HOUSE)  yype F.F. | permeren | ABOVE e | INUNDATION | TNOTE 2 | TECHNIQUE MARKE T $1000.00's
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR[s.P.F. [100 YR 5.P.F. 100 YR S P.F. 100 YR{ 5.P.F.
Dewey Avenue 1591 RW-2-1 998 130 1 5 4 8 D G $ 20,000 4.3 22,6
Dewey Avenue 165| CB-1-0 995 280 4 B 4 8 G G 38,000 42,9 42,9
Dewey Avenue 166 } RW-1%-2] 1001 130 0 2 6 10 B D ] 7.6 14,3
Dewey Avenue 168 ] AW-2-6% 1004 200 0 Q 3 7 B B 11.3 11.3
Dewey Avenue 169 RW-2-1 998 120 1 5 4 8 D G 13,500 13.8 15.8
172- . )
Dewey Avenue 174 | AW-2-6 1003 240 0 o 4 8 B B 13.5 13.5
Dewey Avenue 173 | RW-2%-6) 1000 180 0 3 7 11 B D 10.2 16,4
Dewey Avenue 17% ] RB-2-0 1001 120 0 2 0 2 13 F E 14,000 0.0 16
Dewey Avenue 181 [ RwW-2%-1| 1001 190 0 2 1 5 A D 6.5 16,7
185~
Dewey Avenue 187 | Aw-2~1 1001 160 0 2 1 5 A D 5.5 15.6
Dewey Avenue 189 | RW~2-6 1001 140 0 2 6 10 B D 8.1 14,7
Dewey Avenue 192 | R§g-2~1 1005 120 0 0 0 i F ).} 0.0 4,2
Dewey Avenue 193 | rRW-2-1 1001 170 0 2 1 5 A D 5.8 16.0
Dewey Avenue 194 | RW-2-2 1005 140 0 0 2 6 B B 8.1 8.1
Dewey Avenue iog ] Rw-2-2 1005 130 0 0 2 6 B B 7.6 7.6
bewey Avenue 199 1001 0 2 1 5 A D 5.2 15.1

Ry=2-1

150




TABLE I

REACH NO. 3

W. Branch
cstmateD | £sTimaTED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED coST 1N
WATER FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREEY HOSEL Tvee FF. |permeren| sBovE R | MNOPATON Hegonote 22| TECHNIGUE MARKET $1000.00'5
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR | S.P.F. IOOYRF.P.F. 00 YR | 5.P.F. 0o vr| s.p.F.
Dewey Avenue 203 | mw-2-6 | 1001 180 0 2 & 10 B D 10.2  16.4
Dewey Avenue 204 | AW-3-6 1007 210 0 0 0 4 o B 0,0 1.8
205- ' .
Dewey Avenue 207 | aw-2-1 | 1001 140 0 2] 1 s A D 4.9 14.7
John Street 10 | RW-2-0 | 1006 N/B 0 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
John Street 14 | rRW-2-6 | 1006 160 0 0 1 5 B B 9.2° 9.2
John Street 20 | RW-2-2 | 1005 200 0 0 2 6 B B 11.3  11.3
34—
John Street 26 | aw-2-6 | 1004 180 0 0 3 7 B B 10.2  10.2
43-
John Street 45 | aw-2-6 | 1011 N/A 0 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
John Street 44 | rw-2-2 | 1003 200 0 0 4 8 B B 11.3  11.3
John Street 46 | RW-2-6 | 1000 130 0 3 7 11 B D 7.6 14,3
John Street 47 | mi-2-6 | 1010 170 0 ol o 1 F B 0.0 9.6
50—
John Street 52 | aW-2-2 | 1000 180 0 3 7 11 B D 10.2 16.4
51—
John Street 53 | aw-2-1 | 1008 N/B 0 0 0 0 * F _F 0.0 0.0
John Street 54 |RW-2%-6| 1000 100 0 3 7 11 B D 6.2 13.0
Berkshire Bakery
John Street 56 | cw-2-0 995 424 4 8 4 8 G G $112,000 . l140.1 140,12




—BZ_

TABLE I

REACH NO. 3

W. Branch
. DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED oSt
HOUSE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED|  waTER INUNDATION FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED COST IN
STREET SEL Tvee F.F. | PERIMETER | ABOVE F.F FOOTNOTE ##£ | TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.003
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
IOOYRIS.P.F. 100YR] S.P.F. 00 YR | S.P.F. 100 YR| S.P.F.
62—
John Street 68 | aw-2-6 | 1000 200 0 3 7 11 B D 1.3 17.1
62—
John Street 68R | cw-2-1 | 998 240 1 5 4 8 DG $ 2,000 18.0 11.0
John Street 70 |RW-2%-6] 1000 150 0 3 7 11 B D 8.6 15.1
John Street 71 | rRw-2-2 | 1002 150 0 1 5 9 B D 8.6 15,1
John Street 72 | RW-2-6 | 1000 110 0 3 711 B D 6.6 13.4
John Street 75 | Ru-2-6 | 1003 140 0 o 4 8 B B 8.1 8.1
John Street 76 | RW-2-6 | 1000 100 0 3 7 11 B D 6.2 13,0
77~
John Street 79 | AW-2-6 | 1004 200 0 0 3 7 B B 11,3 11,3
78=
John Street 80 |rw-2%-2| 1000 140 0 3 7 11 B D 8.1 14,7
John Street 82 |RW-2%-6| 1000 150 0 3 7 11 B D 8.6 15.1
John Street 86 | Rw-2-1 | 1000 160 0 3 2 6 A D 5.5 15,6
87—
John Street 89 | aw-2-1 | 1004 150 0 0 0 2 F A 0.0 5.2
John Street 90 | RW-2-0% 999 160 0 4 0 4 F G 22,000 0.0  26.0
John Street 24 | RW-2-1 1000 100 0] 3 2 6 A D 3.6 i3.0
John Street 95 | RW-2-2 | 1007° 140 0 0 o 4 F B 0.0 8.1
John Street 96 | RW-2-6 | 1000 245 0 3 7 11 B D 13.8 18.0




TABLE I
W. Branch REACH NO. 3
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
WATER FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSE]  rvpe FF Ipemmeren | ABOVERF | 'NUNOATION oo hoTE 2| TECHNIOUE | mamkeT $1000.00'S
NO ELEVATION LF VALYE
|00YRlS.P.F. 100 YR|s.P.F. 100 YR [s.P.F. 100 YR| s.P.F.
99— 7
_John Street 101 AW-2~6 10604 . 225 0 0 3 7 B B 2.7 12.7
John Street 100| RW-2-6 1000 155 0 3 7 11 - B D 8,9 15.3
1
John Street 104 RW-2-2 998 150 1l 5 2 13 D G $ 22,000 15.1 25,5
107- .
John Street 113| AW-2-6 1001 150 4] 2 6 10 B D 8.6 15,1
B
Nagelschmidt's Mdarket . y .
& Linden Street 171 CwW-2~6 1008 225 0 0 0 3 P B 0.0 12.7
¥
Linden Street 177 RW~2-1 1002 155 o 1 0 4 by D 0.0 15.3
Linden Street 181{CB~1-6 1000 100 0 3 7 11 B D 6.2 13.0
Amoco Station , !
Linden Street 1981ce-1~0 997 175 2 6 2 6 14 B E 48,000 68.0 68.0
207
Linden Street 209 | AW-2-6 1004 140 0 0 3 7 B B 8.1 8.1
211+
Linden Street 213{AW-2-6 1010 230 0 0 o . 1 F B 0.0 13.0
1
Praspect Street I8 ) RUW~-2-F 1005 150 0 0 2 [ B B 8.6 a8,
39-
Prospect Street 41 1aw-2%-6] 1004 120 9] 4] 3 7 B B 10,7 10,7
Prospect Street 42 RW-2-2 1003 170 o ) 4 8 : B B 9.6
| Prospect Street 45| RW-2%-61 1002 180 0 1 5 2 B D 10.2 16.4




A
W. Branch T BLE I REACH NO. 3
ESTIMATED | £5TIMATED "'ifn”én‘” DEF™H oF 000 Pros COST IN
T FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET JHOUSE)  rype F.¥. | permerer | ABOVE F.p | NUNDATION 1 v iNOTE 2 | TECHNIOUE $1000.00'S
NG ELEVATION LF
{100 YR|s.P.F. Jtoo Y| s P.F 100 YR | S.P.F. 100 YR| s.P.F.
Prospect Street 46 | RW-2%~2| 1000 160 4 3 7 11 B D 9.2 15,6
Prospect Street 47 | RW-2%-6] 1000 160 0 3 7 11 | B D 9.2 15,6
Prospect Street | 50 |RW-2%-64 098 180 1 5 13 D e $ 27,000 16.4 33.1
13-} -
Southern Avenue 15 | aW-—-2-2 1005 180 0 0 6 B 10.2 10.2
1| Southern Avenue | 16 RW-2~2 | 1004 130 0 0 7 B 7.6 7.6
7 19—
Scouthern Avenue 21 | AW-2-6 1001 140 0 2 10 B 8.1 14.7
Southern Avenue 20 { RW-2-1 1000 140 0 3 © A 4,9 14.7
Southern Avenue 24 | RW-2~1 9298 160 1 5 4 8 3] 24,000 15.6 28.0
Southern Avenue 28 | AW-2~6 998 140 1 5 9 13 r 21,000 14.7 24.1




TABLE 1

W. Branch REACH NO. 4
'— ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED . cosT IN
WATER FLOOD PROOQF ESTIMATED '
STREET HOUSE|  rypg FX.  lpcrimeTer | ABOVE F.F INUNDATION  § o tNOTE 72|  TECHNIOUE MARKET $1000.00'5
NO ELEVATION LF ' VALUE
100 YR [ S.P.F. 100 YR [s.P.F. 00 YR |S.P.F. 100 YR] S.P.F.
Danforth Avenue 20] RW-2-6 1003 180 0 1 4 9 B D 10,2 16,4
Danforth Avenue 22| RW-2-3 1003 20 0 1 4 9 C D 6.2 12.6
Danforth Avenue 30| RW-2-2 1003 160 4} 1 4 9 B D 9.2 15,6
Danforth Avenus 36| RW-2-3 1005 160 0 0 2 7 C C 9.8 9.8
Danforth Avenue 421 RW-2-2 1004 130 0 0 3 8 B B 7.6 7.6
44—~
Danforth Avenue 46| aw-2-2 1002 160 0 2 5 1o B 3] 9,2 -15.6
Danforth Avenue 451 RW-2-6 1003 160 0 1 4q g9 B D 9.2 15.6
Danforth Avenue 48| RW-2~2 1002 1390 4] 2 5 10 B D 7.6 14
Danforth Avenue 50} RB-1%-0] 1001 140 0 3 Q 3 15 F E 0.0 1.1
Danforth Avenue 65§ RW-2-2 1004 130 0 4] 3 8 _B B 1.6 N
72— -
Danforth Avenue 74| AW-2-1 996 160 3 8 6 11 D G 32,000 15,6 36,0
Danforth Avenue 821 RW-2-0 996 120 3 8 3 8 16 E G 18,000 20.3 20.3
banforth Avenue 84} RW-2-1 297 120 2 7 5 ic D G 18,000 13.8 20.3
banforth Avenue 88 | RW-1%-1 998 80 1 6 4 9 D G 8,000 12,2 8.8
90~
Danforth Avenue 921 AW-2-6 997 130 2 7 10 15 D G 21,000 14.3 23.6
94
Danforth Avenue 96| AW-2-6 1000 170 C 4 7 12 B G 36,000 9.6 40.5




W. Branch

TABLE I

REACH NO. 4
ESTIMATED | E5TIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED cosT IN
. WATER FLOOD PRQOF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOWSEL Tvee FF. |pemmeren | aBove F.r 1 NNOATION oo rnote e | TECHWIGUE MARKET $1000.00's
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR | S.P.F. IOOYR] S.P.F. 100 YR [s.p_r. 100 YR] S.P.F.

LBfmforth Avenue 100 | RW-2-2 1003 180 0 1 4 9 B D 10,2 16,4
Danforth Avenue 114 | RW-3~3 1005 159 0 0 2 7 C C 3.3 2.3
Danforth Avenue 116 | RW-2-1 1007 N/A 0 0 0 0 * F F c.c 0.0
Danforth Avenue 120 | RW=-2-1% 1008 N/A 0 0 U] 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
iDanforth Avenue l20ﬂ RW-2-6 1006 130 0 0 1 6 B B 7.6 7.6
Danforth Avenue 124 | RW-2-6 1006 160 0 0 1 © B B 9.2 9.2
Danforth Avenue |125 |RW-2%-6] 1008 120 0 o | 1 6 |} B B 7.1 7.1
Danforth Avenue 128 { RW-2-6 1003 150 8] 1 4 9 B D 8.6 15,1
Danforth Avenue 129 jAW-2%-} 1000 210 0 4 2 7 A G $ 41,000 7.2 47,9
Danforth Avenue 132 | RW-2-6% 1000 1490 8] 4 7 12 B G 25,000 8,1 28.1
Daniels Avenue 167 | RW-2-1 1004 130 o] 0 0 3 F A 0.0 4.6
Daniels Avenue 168 | Rw-2-2 lo08 190 0 0 0 4 F B 0.0 10.7
Daniels Avenue 173 | RW~-2-1 1003 140 0 1 0] 4 F D 0.0 4.7
Daniel's Ave,Ext. 3| RW-2~6 999 100 0 5 8 13 B G 13,000 0,2 14,6




W. Branch TABLE I REACH NO. 4
esTMATED | EsTIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED cosT IN
WATER FLOOD PROQF ESTIMATED .
STREET [HOUSEL  rvee F.F. | periMETER | ABOVE F.F INUNDATION | coomnoTE 7£ | TECHNIOUE MARKET $1000.005
NO ELEVATION VALUE
100 YR [s.P.F. 100YR| S.P.F. 100 YR |5 P.F 00 YR]'s.P.F.
’ ‘
Daniels Ave. Ext. 5 | RW-2-2 999 110 0 8 13 B G $ 15,000 6.6 16.9
!
Dewey Avenue 233 | RW-2-6 1005 130 0 2 7 B B 7.6 7.6
Dewey Avenue 237 | RW~2-6 1004 130 0 3 8 B B 7.6 1.6
Dewey Avenue 245 | RW-2-6 1004 130 0 0 3 8 B B 7.6 7.6
247~
ds |IDewey Avenue 249 | AW-2-1 1005 140 0 0 0 2 F A 0.0 4,9
w
1
Dewey Avenue 253 | RW-2-1 1005 160 0 0 0 2 F A - 0.0 5.5
Dewey Avenue 257 | RW-2-6 1006 150 0 0 1 6 B B 8.6 8.6
Dewey Avenue 261 | RW-2-2 1008 150 0 0}l 0 4 F B 0.0 8.6
Dewey Avenue 265 | RW-2-1 1004 140 0 0 0 3 F A 0.0 4.9
1
Deywey Avenue 271 ) AW=2-1 1001 150 3 1 & - F D 0., 0. 35,
Dewey Avenue 272 {CB-1~6 1006 210 o 1 6 B B 11.8 11.8
Dewey Avenue 275 | RW-2~2 1000 100 4 7 12 B G 13,000 6.2 14.6
Dewey Avenue 284 | RW-2-6 130 0 2 7 B B . 7.6 7.6
Dewey Avenue 285 | RW-2-6 1000 120 4 7 12 B G 18,000 7.1 20.3
Dewey Avenue 287 | RW~-2-6 1000 170 0 4 7 12 B G 36,000 9.6 40,5




TABLE I

REACH NO. 4

W. Branch
i . { DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPQSED cOST iN
£ ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED WATER INUNDATION FLOQD PROOF ESTIMATED '
STREET HOUSEL  yypg FF. | perimeTer | ABOVE EF FOOTNOTE £~ { TECHNIOUE MARKET $1000.00's
NG ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR|S.P.F. I HOOYR|S.P.F WOYR|{S.PF 100 YFLLS P.F,

Dewey Avenue 291 | rRW-2-1 999 120 0 5 3 8 A G $ 18,000 4.2 21.3
Elm Vale Place 7 | RW-2-6 1005 150 0 0 2 7 B R 8.6 B.6
Elm Vale Place 11 | RW-2-3 1005 il0 O 4] 2 7 C C 7.2 7.2
Elm Vale Place 15 | RW-2-3 10G5 110 0 a 2 7 C C 7.2 7.2
Elm Vale Place 19 | RW~2-6 1005 130 0 0 2 7 1 B B 7.6 7.6
Elm Vale Place 24 | R@-2-6 1006 170 0 Q 1 o B B 9.6 9.6
Fahey Beverage Company
Elm Vale Place 39 { CM=-2-0 1002 580 0 2 0 2 17 F E 0.0 110 ._(L
J. B. Paper Company
Elm Vale Place == | CB=2=0 1002 a75 0 2 0 2 18 F E 0,0 16.0
Francis Avenue 282 | RW~2-6 1004 160 0 0 3 8 B B 9,2 9.2
Francis Avenue 283 | RW-2-2 1004 175 0 0 3 8 B B 9.9 9,9
Francis Avenue 286 | RW—2~2 1002 120 0 2 5 10 B 3, 7.1 12.8

297—
Francis Avenue, 299 | AW~2-6 1002 170 ¢} 2 5 10 B D - 9.6 16,0

30]1—
Francis Avenue 303 | AW-2-6 1002 180 0 2 5 10 B D 10.2 16.4




W. Branch

TABLE I

REACH NO. 4

. DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
USE ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED |  WATER INUNDATION FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED :
STREET TveE | . F.F. lpgiMeTER | ABOVEF.F FOOTNOTE ## | TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.00'5
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
DO YR|S.P.F.|IOOYR|S.P.F. IOCOYR {S.PF 100 YR{ S.P.F.
King Street 8 | RW-2-2 1003 170 0 1 4 9 B D 9.6 16,0
10~
King Street 12 |aw-2-6 | 1001 225 Q 3 6 11 B D 12.7 18.0
King Street 16 j RW-2-2 1003 160 4] 1 4 9 B b 9,2 15.6
King Street 20 | RWw-1%-6} 1003 140 0 1 4 9 B D 8.1 14.7
King Street 24 | RW~2-3 1004 150 ¢ 4] 3 8 C C 9.3 9.3
King Street 32 | RW-2-3 1006 150 0 0 1 6 C C 9.3 9.3
King Street 40 | RB—-2%-2 1006 140 o 0 1 6 B B 8.1 8.1
44—~ .
King Street 46 | pW-2-2 1005 160 0 0 2 7 B B 9.2 9.2
48~
King Street 50 | AW-2-6 1004 160 0 0 3 8 B B 9.2 2.2
King Street 53 | RB-2-2 1008 160 0 4] 0 4 F B G.0 9.2
54-
King Street 56 | AW-2-2 1003 180 3] 1 4 9 B D 10.2 16.4
King Street 60 ] RW—-2-3 1002 130 0 2 5 1o C D 8.2 14.3
King Street 64 { RW-2-3 1002 110 0 2 5 10 C D 7.2 13.4
King Street 65 | RW~2%~6 1008 150 o 0 0 4 F B 0.0 8.6
King Street 77 | RW-2-2 1008 120 0 0 0 4 F B 0.0 7.1
King Street 81 | RW—-2%-~2 1007 160 o) ] 0 5 F B 0,0 9,2




T
W. Branch ABLE I REACH NO. 4
EsTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPT!; OF DEFTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
WATER FLOOD PROQF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSE)  rype FF. |permerern| ABovE F.e | NNOATION o rvote 52 | TECHNIOUE MARKET $1000.00's
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YﬂS.P.F. :omﬁl S.PF 100 YR | S.P.F. 100 vﬂs.p.r.
King Street 87| RW-2k-2 1006 - 160 o] 1 6 B B 9.2 9.2
King Street 91} RW~-2-0 1006 N/A ] 0 0 * F P 0.0 0,01,
King Street 101| RW-1-5 1006 120 1 6 ¢ c 7.6 7.6
King Street 107 RW-2-0 1005 N/A 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
King Street 115 RW~-1-0 1005 N/A 0 0 0 * F 0.0 0.0
4l King Street 153 RW-2-0 1004 N/A 0 0 0 * F 0.0 0,0
[s )]
]
King Street 165 RW-2%~6] 1004 130 0 3 8 B 7.6 7.6
King Street 169| RW~2-1 1007 N/A 0 0 0 * F 0,0 0.0
King Street 173} rW-2%~6] 1008 120 0 0 4 F Cc.0 7.1
King Street 1771 RW=2-] 1007 N/A ¢} 0 0 F 0.0 0,0
King Street 181|RW-2%~1| 1007 N/A 0 0 0 F 0.0 0,0
King Street 189 RW~2-6 1009 120 0 0 3 F B 0.0 7.1
King Street 193 | RW~1-2 1012 N/A 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
T
Leidhold Place 9 |AW-2%-6 1003 130 0 1 4 9 D 1.6 14.3
Leidhold Place 8 |RW-2-1 1003 130 ) 1 0 4 D 0.0 14.3
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TABLE I

REACH NO. 4

W. Branch
ESTIMATED | €STIMATED DEPATIEROF DEPTH OF PROPQSED CcosT IN
WAT! DAt FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSE!  yypE F.F. | permerer | ABOVE FF | MNUNDATION b notE 22 | TECHNIQUE MARKET | $1000.00S
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR|S.P.F.{tooYR|S.PF 100 YR |5 P.F. 100 YR] S.P.F.
Lejidhold Place 10 | RW~2~6 1003 160 0 1 4 9 B D g,2 15.6
Leidhold Place 11 | RW~-2-0 1000 120 0 4 0 a F G $-18,000 0.0 20,3
Leidhold Place 14 | RW-2-0 1000 235 )] 4 0 4 F G 52,000 6.0 60.6
Lenox Avenue 10 | RA~2-2 1005 220 0 0] 2 7 B B 12.4 12,4
Bob's Automotive
Linden Street ~— 1 CB~1-0 997 130 2 7 2 7 19 B G 16,000 17.6 17.6
202-
Linden Street 204 | AW-2-1 10600 210 0 4 2 7 A G 28,000 7.2 34.9
206~
Linden Street 208 | AW-2-6 1003 180 0 1l 4 9 B D 10.2 16.4
Linden Street 218 ) RW~-2-6 1008 160 0 0 0 4 F B ¢.0 9.2
.
Cemetery Office
Off Wahconah Street CW-2-0 1003 180 0 1 0 1 20 F B 0.0 2.0
Cemetery Chapel
Off Wahconah Street CB~2-0 1001 220 0 "3 Q0 3 21 F _E 0.0 3.0
Cemetery Garage
Off Wahconah Street CB--2-0 1001 219 0 3 4] 3 22 P E 0.0 0.0
Body Shop
Park Street 52 | CB~1-0 1001 290 4] 3 0 3 23 F E 45,000 0.0 54.0




TABLE 1

W. Branch REACH NO. 4
cstmaren | estimaren | CEErH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED ' COST IN
WATER FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR 5.P.F. {100 YR 5.P.F. 00 YR | 5.P.F. 100 YR| $.P.F.

Park Street 53 | R@-2-~2 1004 110 0 0 3 8 B B 6.6 6,6

Haddad Rug Company

Park Street 56 [CB-2-6 1601 360 4] 3 6 11 24 B E 20,4 19.0

Park Street 57 |RW-2-6 1000 140 0 4 7 12 B G $ 25,000 8.1 28,1

Park Street 77 |CW-1-0D 994 380 & 10 5 1o G G 84,000 92,4 92.4

Seymour Street 112} AW-2-2 1012 N/A 0 G 0' 0 * F F 0.0 0.0

Friendship Bar

Seymour Street 117 | CW-2-6 1006 290 0 0 1 6 B B 16.4 16,4
118+

Seymour Street 120 aW--2-6 1008 190 0 o 0 4 F B 6.0 10.7
121+

Seymour Street 1231AW-2-6 1006 184 o o 1 6 B B 10.4 10.4
125+

Seymour Street 127 [ AW-2-6 | 1005 194 0 0 2 7 B B 11.0 11.0

*Church of the Holy Fampily Rectory 993BH

Seymour Street i33{CB~-2-2 | 1003 240 o 1 6 1l 25 B E 13,5 30,0

Church of the Holy Family

Seymour Street l ~==1CB-1-2 1010 300 ¢ o 0 4 25 F E 0.0 75.0

Boston Fish Market

Seymour Street 1592 |CB-2-6 1001 350 0 3 & 11 26 B E 19.8 24.0

Richmond Bakery

Seymour Street 161 |CB-2-0 999 380 0 5 0 5 F G 90, 000 0.0 112.6

: o-

Turner Avenue 11 | AW-2-6* 1006 180 0 0 1l 6 B B 10.2 10.2




TABLE I

REACH NO. 4

W. Branch
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED Da’m oF DEPTH OF FROPOSED COST IN
ATER FLOOD PROGQF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSEL  rypg FF. |eemmeren | ABOVE Fp | TNUNDATION 1 tnoTE 72 | TECHNIGUE MARKET $1000.00's
NO ELEVATION LF ' VALUE
100 YRIS.P.F. IO0YR] S.P.F IOOYRJS.P.F. 60 YR| S.P.F.
Turner Avehue 10 | rRW-2-2 1006 160 0 0 1 6 B B 9.2 9,2
»
Turner Avenue 12 | RW=-2-2 1003 170 0 i 4 9 B D 9.6 16.0
Turner Avenue 20 | RW-1-1 996 190 3 8 6 11 b G $ 34,000 16.7 37.4
2] -
Turner Avenue 23 |AW-2%-64 996 190 3 8 i1 16 D G 13,000 16.7 20,1
25~
Turner Avenue 27 [AW-2%-64 996 190 3 8 11 le D G 13,0600 16.7 20,1
Tarner Avenue 31 | RB-2-0 294 180 5 10 5 10 G G 20,000 25.1 25,1
Turner Avenue 64 { RW-2-2 999 140 4] 5 8 13 B G 25,000 8.1 28.1
Turner Avenue 72 | RW-2-1 998 100 1 6 4 9 D G 17,000 i13.0 18.6
Turner Avenue 76 | RW-2-1 998 100 1 6 4 9 D G 17,000 13.¢ 18.6
-
Turner Avenue 82 | Rw-2-1 998 } 100 1 6 | 4 9 D G 17,000 13,0 18.6
Turner Avenue 86 | RW-2~1 998 100 1 & 4 9 D G 17,000 13.0 18,6
Turner Avenue 89 | RW~2-6 999 160 0 5 8 13 B G 32,000 9,2 36.0
Turner Avenue 90 | RW-2-1 998 110 1 6 4 9 D G 15,000 13.4 16.9
Turner Avenue 91 | RW-2-2 999 130 0 5 8 13 B G 21,000 7.6 23.6
Turner Avenue 92 | RW-1%-6 998 130 1 & 9 14 D G 21,000 14.3 22.5
_Turner Avenue 93 | RW-2-2 999 130 O 5 8 13 B G 21,000 7.6 _23.6
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TABLE 1

REACH NO. 4

W. Branch
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
WATER FLOOD PROQOF ESTIMATED :
STREET HOUSEL  rype F.F. | periverer | ABOVE F.F | NUNDATION o tNOTE % | TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.00'S
NO ELEVATION LF ; VALUE
100 YR [s.P.F. 'OOTEI S.PF 100 vRTs.p.r. 100 YR| $.P.F.
Turnex Avenue 94 |RW-2-6 29g 170 1 6 9 14 D G $ 27,000 16.0 31.5
rIu;ng;#Avenue 95 JRW-2-2 Q999 160 0 5 8 13 B G 24,000 9,2 28,0
Churxch
Wahconah Street 76 1CW-2-2 1008 143 0 0 0 4 F B 6.0 8.3
Wahconah Street 82 |[RW-2-~2 1003 160 4] 1 4 9 B D 9,2 15,06
Dick's Variery
Wahconah Street 85 jCwW-2-6 1002 180 ¢ 2 5 10 B D 10,2 16.24
Wahconah Street | 88 |RW-2-2 1004 150 o] 0 3 8B B B 8.6 8.6
Jerry's Cafe
Wahconah Street | 89 JCB-1-0 | 459y 190 0 3 |l o 3 27 F__E 19,000 _ 0,0 22.4
93
95=
Wahceonah Street 99| aAW-2-6 1005 230 4] G 2 7 B B 13.0 13.0
lOSj
Wahconah Street 1092|CB~2=0 1003 230 0 1 0 1 28 F E 0.0 4.0
115+
Wahconah Street: 123]1CB-1-0 1000 340 0 4 0 4 F G 72,000 0,0 82.8B
Vale Florists - Greenhouse Attached
Wahconah Street 120|CW-1-0 1001 390 0 3 0 3 29 F B 0.0 8.0
126+ .
Wahconah Street 1281 AW-2-2 1004 210 0 0 3 8 B B il.g 1i.8
1274 '
Wahconah Street 133iCW-1~-0 999 320 0 5 0 5 F G 64,000 0.0 73.
132
Wahconah Street 136|AW-2-6 1004 250 0 0 3 8 B B i4.1 14,1
Stadium
Wahconah Street ——= | CM~1-0 994 N/A 5 16 5 10 30 E B Q.0 0.0




TABLE I

REACH NO. 4

=TV

W. Branch
csTieared | estmaren| CEraH OF | DEPTH OF PROPQSED COST IN
WATER FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSEL  1ypg F.f. |permeter | ABOVE F.E | INUNDATION ) o NOTE 7 | TECHNTOUE MARKET $1000.00°s
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
1IV0OYR|{S.P.F. FOOYR[S.P.F. 100 YR—{S.P.F. 100 YR{ S.P.F.
Wahconah Street | 139 | RW-2-6 1002 120 0 2 5 10 B D 7.1 13.8
LaCocina Restaurant, lst floor
Wahconah Street |140 AW—3—Q_rk71003 160 0 1 0 1 31 F E 0.0 2.0
144~
Wahconah Street {146 | AW-2-6 1008 210 0 V) 0 4 F B 0.0 11.8
Adrien's Dinerx
Wahconah Street (145 | CBE-1~0 1003 170 0 1 0 1 32 F E 0.0 14,0
150-
Wahconah Street 152 | AW-2~-6 1008 190 0 0 0 4 F B 0.0 10.7
Wahconah Street |[151 | RW-2-2 1005 190 0 0 2 7 B B 10.7 10.7
153~
Wahconah Street |155 | AW-2-6 1005 170 Y] 0 2 7 B B 9.6 9.6
Wahconah Street L}S? RW-2-6 B 1006 200 0 0 i 6 B B 11.3 11.3
{(Attached to 157)
Wahconah Street |161 | CB-1-D 1006 N/A 0 0 0 0 * F _F 0.0 0.0
Wahconah Street 163 | RW-2-6 1006 140 0 0 1 6 B B 8.1 8.1
Wahgonah Street (169 { CW-1-0 1004 N/A 0 ) 0 0 * F___F 0.0 .0,
Wahconah Street [169R| RW-2-2 1000 100 0 4 7 12 B G $ 25,000 6.2 26,6
Closed Gas Station
Wahconah Street |[180 | CB~1-0 1004 N/A 0 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
.Bhea's Rugs
Wahconah Street {~-— {CW-1-0 1007 N/A 0 G 0 0 * F F 6.0 0.0
Wahconah Street (187 | AB-2-6 1002 200 0 2 5 10 33 B E 11.3 3.0
Ligquor Store, same building as Nichols Pharmacy
Wahconah Street |-—- |cB-1-0| 1006 N/A 0 o] o 0 * F F 0.0 0.0




_Z%-—

TABLE I

REACH NO. 4

W. Branch
ESTIMATED | ESTIMATED DEPTH OF DEPTH OF PROPOSED COST IN
WATER FLOOD PROOF ESTIMATED .
STREET HOUSE ) tvpE FF. permmerer | ABOVE FE | MNUNDATION | twoTE 72| TECHNIQUE MARKET $1000.005
NO ELEVATION LF VALUE
100 YR Ls. p.r. JlooYr| 5.P.F. 100 YR IS.P.F. 100 YR| S.P.F.
Nichols Pharmacy
Wahconah Street —=- | CB~2-0 1006 N/A 0 0] 0 0 * F ¥ 0.0 0.0
210-
Wahconah Street 218 | AW~2-6 1003 320 0 1 4 ) B D 18.0 24.0
Wahconah Street 224 | AW-2~-6 1003 240 o 1 4 9 B D 13.% 18.0
Wahconah Street 224R] AW--2-G 1003 200 O 1 4 9 B D 11,3 17.1 .
Wahconah Street 225 | RW~-2-06 1003 200 0 1 4 9 B D 1i.3 17.1
Wahconah Street 225R! RW~2-6 1003 200 o) 1 4 9 B D 11.3 17.1
{Wahconah Street 234 | CW-2-6* 1004 220 0 0 3 8 B B 12.4 12,4
Wahconah Street 235 | RW~2-0 1004 N/A 0 o 0 o * F F 0.0 0.0
Wahconah Street 237 | aW~2-6 10G5 160 0 ] 2 7 B B 9.2 9.2
Wahconah Street 239 | CB-2~0 1005 N/A Q g g G * P g a.0 0.0
Wahconah Street 1240 | RW~2%-6 1007 200 0 0 0 5 F B 0.0 11.3
242~
Wahconah Street 244 | AW--2-6 1006 140 0 0 1l 6 B B 8.1 8.1
Wahconah Street 248 | AW-~2-6 1005 160 4] 0 2 7 B B 9.2 9,2
Wahconah Street 252 | CB~1-0 1005 N/A 0 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 0.0
Wahconah Street 256 | RW=-2-6 1006 170 0 0 1 6 B B 9.6 9.6
Apt. Complex
Wahconah Street —== ] AW-~-2-0 1006 N/A o] 0 0 0 * F F 0.0 6.0




TABLE II
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TABLE ITI

FLOODPROOFING COSTS

FLOODPROOFING TECHNIQUE

{(PERIMETER FT.) (DOLLARS PER PERIMETER ¥T.) (LUMP SUM COST IN THOUSAND DOLLARS)

SIZE A B C D E 3 G
g 5

0 - 76 37 64 71 12 g 0 3
"o o

o < o 4

77 - 124 35 59 63 14 5B 0 R B
o o oo

b op a o

125 - 170 34 57 61 16 8 = 0 o -
0 Q

&

= 171 35 56 61 18 i 0 o

—G -



TABLE IV

FLOCDPROOFING COST ACCORDING TO REACH

REACH NUMBER OF CASES COoST 1IN
NUMBER (, B, C, D, E*, G) THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS
- 100 YEAR SPF 100 YEAR SPF
O
=
o 1 0 1 0.0 15.6
[aa]
f; 2 62 71 5118.1 5816, 7
1 0 0 0.0 0.0
an)
%
g 2 7 10 60.1 109.7
m
E 3 77 ‘93 1017.4 1599,3
=
4 117 156 1290.8 2798.9
TOTALS 263 331 7486. 4 10340.2

* EXCLUDING THE STADIUM OFF WAHCONAH STREET (NO COST INVOLVED)
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TABLE V

FLOODPROOFING COSTS ACCORDING TO CATEGORY

# OF CASES COST IN THOUSANDS ;{?Em}c;ﬂ 'I?H%SUTS :I?I;‘S
CATEGORY 100 YEAR SPF 100 YEAR SPF 100 YEAR SPF
RESIDENTIAL 181 218 2306.7 3932.0 12.74 18.04
COMMERCIAL 28 48 4569.6 5361,0 157.57 1l1.69
APARTMENT 53 65 610.1 1047.2 11.51 l6.11
INDUSTRIAL Y] o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTALS 263 331 7486.4 10340.2 28.47 31.17
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III. CONCLUSIONS

Included within Table IV is a summary of floodprocfing costs for
the entire study area according to Branch and Reach Number. This
report estimates a project cost of approximately 7.5 millien dollars
($7,500,000) for the 100 Year Flood levels and 10.3 million dollars
{$10,300,000) for the Standard Project Flood levels.

A review of Table V indicates that residential property constitutes
the largest portion of the total project cost impact for both £flood levels
studied. However, the financial impact to the commercial properties
{and to the City of Pittsfield) as shown in Table V is much more
difficult to estimate as part of the true cost of non~structural flood
damage prevention. This report did not attempt to estimate the costs of
acquiring businesses for structures found to be impossible to floodproof
and therefore assumed to require demolition; the cost and availability
of commercial property to relocate those bgfinesses; or the practicality
of relocating a commercial] business with its viability dependent upon
location,

In reviewing Table I, Table II and Appendix B (pages 33 - 38 ),
the impact of the demolition category upon the total project estimate
can be analyzed. Of the 72 structures in the Southwest Branch, 35
structures under the 100 vear flood and 55 under the SPF are categorized
as reguiring demolition. This represents 49 and 76 percent of all

structures in this branch respectively. However, from the project cost
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standpoint, under the 100 year flood, $4,860,300 (95%) of the total
-estimated floodproofing cost of $5,118,100 for the Scuthwest Branch
is attributable to demplition; and under the SPF, $5,650,500 (97%)
of the total amount of §$5,816,700 is attributable to demoliticn. Should
a project of this scope be implemented along the Southwest Branch of
the Housatonic River, the impact of demolition upon the community in
this area would be extremely significant, both physically and financially.

In the West Branch area surveyed for this report, the impact of
demolition upon the total estimated floodproofing cost is not as
significant. Of the 295 structures in the West Branch, only 9 undér
the 100 year flood and 71 under the SPF (3% and 24% of all structures
in this Branch respectively) féll under the demolition category. From
an estimated floodproofing cost standpoint, $422,800 (18%) of the
$2,368,300 total estimated floodproofing cost for this Branch under the
100 year flocod and $2,160,400 (48%) of the total $4,507,900 under the SPF
is attributable to demolition. This too, represents a significant impact,
but.not to the extent seen in the Southwest Branch area.

Several major estimates and assumptions were made Jithin this gtudy
which may have a large effect upon the actual final project cost should
such a project be instituted. The following represents some of these

estimations and assumptions made during this study:

-48—



A. The study areas of this report are limited solely to the
areas delineated for the 100 year and the SPF flood levels as shown
on Sheets 1 - 4 in the Attachments.

B. It was assumed that wooden structures being inundated above
the first floor elevation from one to three feet could be raised
(this could only be verified after an in-depth structural analysis of
the building). Structures falling in this category would be floodproofed
using Technique C in combination with sealing the doors and windows in
the foundation wall. This assumption may not be in accordance with
local fire codes or the owner's wishes. Alternate floodproofing
techniques may prove more expensive than the above method.

Structures, primarily comhercial, reing inundated above the first
floor elevaticon from orne to three feet were reviewed on a case by case
basis. It is impractical to assume that a masonry structure, generally
constructed on a slab, could be raised. Therefore, each structure was
reviewed to see if an alternate method of floodproofing would be possible,
such as placing shields over windows oxr construction of earth berms. If
no practical solutions were apparent, an estimated cost for demolition
of the structure was made and entered in Table I.

C. Structures which had a depth of inundation in excess of three
feet above the first floor were agsumed to regquire demolition. Further
analysis of the structures and additional cost studies would be reguired
to evaluate if the structure‘could physically be relocated and if wvacant

property would be available.
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D. A factor which affects a large number of structures within
this study is the item involving the waterproofing of the outsgide of
bagement walls. TFor this investigation, it was assumed that all
structures in fair to excellent condition have finished basements with
storage. In many cases, the basement walls may actually be unfinished
rough concrete. A savings may be seen by the elimination of the out-
side trench should it be determined that such structures ¢ould be
waterprocfed from the inside. It may alsoc be found that the proposed
trench excavation may not be possible without affecting the structural
integrity of the building. This cosid be due to the nature of the
material making up the foundation, the overall condition of the
foundation or the layout of the foundation which may prevent access.
Should such a situation occur, the final solution may cost much more
than the estimated cost herein.

E. 2Another factor which could have the largest effect upon the
success of the non~-structural project is the cooperation of the people
who would be affected. Should these people offer little or no co-
operation, the projected implementation time would be iﬁcreased and
new solutions may have to be sought. Such actions would change the
project costs significantly.

F. Although costs have been estimated in Table I for the fair
market value of apartments falling in the demolition category, no attempt
was made to estimate the subsequent costs of relocating the tenants of .those

apartments to new living quarters.. Such costs are difficult to estimate
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and would result in an actual cost for apartments requiring demolition

somewhat higher than presented in the scope of this report.
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APPENDIX A

(NOTE: Structures classified under this footnote were included
in the field survey as appearing to fall within the
flood plain limits, but field reconnaissance showed
them to be above SPF inundation. They appear herein
only to show that consideration was given to them.

SOUTHWEST BRANCH

1. 112 Jackson Street - Radio Station WBEC

This modern building is a one story concrete block office building
and radio station constructed as a slab-on~grade with a drainage ditch
running parallel to the rear of the building.

At the 100 year storm, this structure would be subiect to two feet
of inundation and an additional seven feet under the SPF,

It is proposed, for purposes of this study, to provide a dike
around the station itself, but not the towers. Storm drainage contained
within the area enclosed by the dike could be removed by collecting and
pumping the drainage to the exterior of the dike limits. Vehicular
access would be reguired up and over the dike to the radio towers. The
cost of this work is estimated to be $21,000 for the 100 year storm and
$32,000 for the SPF.

2. Big "N" Mall Complex -~ W. Housatonic Street

This complex is a slab-on-grade, concrete block structure, with
a glass front. Under the 100 year storm, it would be inundated by
eight feet, and under the SPF, an additional seven feet.

Consideration was given to providing a dike around the area, however,
it is our opinion that a dike would render this complex ecconomically
undesirable to any potential tenant. It is presently occupied to less
than twenty percent of its total floor area. Since it is physically
impossible to floodproof or raise this complex, it is included for
demolition.

3. MacDonald's Hamburger Stand - W. Housatonic Street

This structure is a new, standard structure normal for this franchise.
It is constructed within the present flood plain. Under the 100 year
storm, it would be inundated by eleven feet of water, and under the SPF,
by an additional seven feet,

YFor purposes of this study, this complex is included for demolition.

A-1



4. Fitch's Complex - 472-484 W. Housatonic Street

This complex congists of a twenty-two unit motel, owner's home
at 472 W. Housatonic Street, Shell Gas Station and repair shop at
484 W. Housatonic Street, and a diner which is not numbered. Aall are
subject to flooding of eleven feet under the 100 year flood and an
additional seven feet under the SPF.

Since it is physically impossible to floodproof or raise these
structures, this complex is included for demolitiom.

5. Sunoce Station — W. Housatonic Street

This structure is slab-on-grade, concrete block building with
a seven bay general repair garage being an integral part of the business.
Under the 100 year flood, it would be inundated by twelve feet of water,
and by the SPF, an additional seven feet.

For purposes of this study, this building is included for democlition.

6. 581 W. Housatonic Street - Mobil Gas Station

This structure is of concrete block construction with a two bay
garage as an integral part of the structure.

Under the 100 year storm, it would be inundated by five feet, and
by an additional seven feet under the S$PF. Since it is physically
impossible to floodproof or raise this structure, it is included in
the demolition category.

7. 607 W. Housatonic Street - Body Shop

This structure consists of three combined buildings which are of
slab~on-grade and concrete block construction.

Inundations and recommendations are as under Footnote & above.

8. 615 W. Housatonic Street - Tire Shop

This structure is a slab-on-grade, concrete block structure with
a four bay garage.

Under the 100 vyear storm, it would be inundated by four feet, and
under the SPF, an additional seven feet. Since it is physically im-
possible to floodproof or raise this structure, it is included for
demolition.



WEST BRANCH

g. 301 Columbus Avenue - Riverside Cafe

This two story brick structure situated adjacent to the Housatonic
River would be inundated by four feet under the 100 year flood, and by
an additional six feet under the SPF. The SPF flood would inundate the
first floor of this structure by two feet.

Due to the condition of this structure's foundation and the physical
characteristics of the building, waterproofing the basement and raising
the foundation are not feasible. Thus, this structure is included in
the demclition category under the SPF. :

10. 300 Columbus Avenue - West Side Fish Market

This one story commercial structure is constructed of concrete
block on a slab-on- grade and would be subject to three feet of
inundation under the SPF.

Due to the physical characteristics of this building, raising the

foundation is not feasible. Thus, for the purposes of this study, it
is included in the demolition category for the SPF.

11. 97 Dewey Avenue - Milton's Place

This structure is concrete block, slab-on-grade. At both 100 yvear
storm and SPF, this structure would experience flooding. Due to its
construction, raising this structure is not feasible. Thus, for purposes
of this study, it is included under demolition.

12. 154 Dewey Avenue

This building is a two story brick building on a slab-on-grade and
would be subject to three feet of inundation at SPF. Since it is
physically impossible to raise this structure without damage, it would
be necessary to install flood shields along the front and to apply
waterproofing to the level of the SPF. This work would cost approx-
imately $5,000.



13. 175 Dewey Avenue

The major portion of this two story residence is constructed of
concrete block, but the rear section is wood frame slab-on-grade.
Under the SPF, this structure would be subject to two feet of inundation.

Due to the size and characteristics of this structure, raising its

foundation is not feasible. Thus, for purposes of this study, it is
included under demclition for the SPF.

14. 198 Linden Street - Amoco Gas Station

This concrete block, slab-on-grade, two bay and office service
station is subject to flooding at both the 100 yvear flood and the SPF,
Due to its comstruction, raising the structure for the 100 yvear flood
is not feasible. Therefore, demolition is included for both flood
levels.

15. 50 Danforth Avenue

This home is constructed with brick facing and fieldstone around
its entry on a slab-on-grade.

At SPF this structure would be subject to three feet of inundation.
As this building would be severely damaged by any attempt to raise it,
and demolition is impractical for purposes of this study, this residence
would be provided with removable flashboards at the two doors and water-
proofing to the underside of windows..

The cost of the flood shields is estimated at $1,100.

l6. 82 Danfbrth Avenue

This structure is a two story wood frame residence constructed con
a slab-on-grade. Under the 100 year storm it would be subject to three
feet of inundation, and an additional five feet under the SFPF.

Due to the construction of the building, raising the foundation is
not feasible. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, it is included
in the demolition category under both the 100 year storm and the SPF.



17. 39 Elm Vale Place - Fahey Beverage Company

This new steel panel clad, one story warehouse type structure
has a slab-~on-grade with a two bay truck dock being an integral part
of the building. The truck approach area is four feet below finished
floor,

This facility is subject to theoretical flooding under the SPF.
For purposes of this study, we include the cost of raising the structure
above this level and the reconstruction of the base slab te accommodate
this raised structure.

The estimated cost for this work is $110,000.

18. Elm Vale Place - J.B. Paﬁér Coﬁﬁéﬁy

This complex consists of five buildings, four of which are inter-
connected and constitute the smaller of the two structures shown on the
plan. All structures are brick constructed on a slab-on-grade and would
e subject to flooding under the SPF. On the west side of the building
is a three bay and a two bay truck dock as well as miscellaneous access
doors. Steel casement windows are three feet above finished floor.

Protecting these structures against flooding would require the
installation of flashboards at all doors and the floodproofing of all
exterior walls up to the underside of the windows.

The estimated cost for the above flood protection is $16,000.

19. Linden Street - Bob’s Automotive

This structure is a one story commercial building constructed of
concrete block on a glab-on-grade. Under the 100 year storm it would
be subject to two feet of inundation, and subject to an additional five
feet of inundation under the SPF.

Since it is physically impossible to raise this structure without
causing damage, it is included in the demolition category under the
100 year storm.



20. Off Wahconah Street - Cemetery Office

This two story building is constructed of brick, and set on a
slab~on-grade. It would be subject to one foot of inundation under
the SPF.

Due to the excellent state of repair and usage of this structure,
it is placed in the category of being floodprocfed by the use of
waterproofing and flocod shields.

The cost of this work is estimated at $2,000.

21. ©Off wWahconah Street - Cemetery Chapel

This structure is constructed of granite blocks set on a slab-on-
grade. It would be subject to three feet of inundation under the SPF.

Due to the excellent condition and nature of this structure, it
is included in the waterproofing and flood shield category.

The cost of the floodproofing work is estimated at £3,000.

22. Off Wahconah Street - Cemetery CGarage

This is a two story brick structure constructed on a slab-on-
grade. It would be subject to three feet of inundation under the SFPF.

Due to the nature of this structure, it is included in the category

of regquiring no formal technique of floodproofing, since floodwaters
could enter and recede from the garage while causing minimal damage.

23. 52 Park Street - Keene Body Shop

This building is made up of a brick portion and two distinct
buildings of wood, all being intercomnected. All are a slab-on-grade.

Under the SPF, this structure would be gubject to three feet of
inundation. Since it is physically impossible to raise these buildings
or to provide a dike, for purposes of this study this complex is
included for demolition,



24. 56 Park Street - Haddad Rug Company

This building, with basement, is a two story brick structure
which would be subject to three feet of inundation above the first
floor under the SPF. The basement, for both storms, would be subject
to floocding. The floodproofing for this structure would be to install
removable flood shields at the entrances and the basement windows,
and to utilize the floodproofing technigue presented in Table I.

The cost for the flood shields is estimated at $19,000.

25, 133 Seymour Street =~ Church of the Holy Family & Rectory

The church and attached rectory are one structure of substantial
brick construction on a concrete foundation with differing first floor
elevations. The basement of the rectory would be subject to flooding
under both the 100 year storm and SPF, but the church itself would be
subject to inundation of the basement only under the SPF.

Due to the size, physical characteristics and nature of the
structure, floodprococfing measures considered include an interior drain -
and sump pump system and removable flood shields covering all openings
to one foot above the SPF level.

The estimated cost of these floodproofing measures is approximately
$105,000; not including costs for backflow prevention through building
drains and sanitary waste lines.

26. 159 Seymour Street - Boston Fish Market

This building is a two story brick building in excellent condition.
Since it is physically impossible to raise this structure without damage,
it would be necessary to install flood shields at all entrances and to
apply waterproofing to the level of the SPF. C(Cellar windows would be
sealed with brick.

This work would cost approximately $24,000.



27. @89 Wahconah Street - Jerry's Cafe

This is a two-story wood frame structure with an addition
constructed of brick on a slab-on-grade which fronts the street. It
would be subject to three feet of inundation under the SPF.

Since it is physically imposgible to raise the foundation of this

structure or floodproof the building without impairing its function,
it i1s included in the demclition category under the SPF.

28. 105=10°2 Wahceonah Street

This group of buildings is of concrete block construction set on
a slab-on-grade. It would be subject to one foot of inundation under
the SPF.

Floodpreofing this structure would entail the application of water-
proofing to the lower two feet of the exterior perimeter of the building

and the installation of removable flood shields at all entrances.

The cost of this work is estimated at 54,000.

29. 120 Wahconah Street - Vale Florists

This complex consists of six greenhouses, a connecting shed, and
a sales and office building. The sales and office building is a slab-
on-grade, one story wooden structure which could be raised, therefore
costs have been included for raising this structure only, leaving the
greenhouses to flodd should a SPF occur. The greenhouses would be
subiject to three feet of inundation under the SPF.

The cost of this work is estimated at $8,000.

-

30. Wahconah Street - Stadium

The structure of concern at this sports stadium is a one story
metal-clad, slab-on-~grade building at the sports field on the nearer
side to Wahconah Street. It would be subject to five feet of inundation
under the 100 year storm and ten feet under the SPF.’ .

Due to the construction and function of this structure, it is
included in the category of reguiring no method of floodproofing
considered in this report.



3l. 140 Wahconah Street - La Cocina Restaurant (lst floor)

This structure is a three story wood frame apartment constructed
on a slab-on-grade. It would be subject to one foot of inundation
under the SPF. '

Floodproofing this structure may be accomplished by the installation
of an exterior-mounted steel flood shield on the building perimeter with
demcuntable flood shields at all entrances.

The cost of these measures is estimated at $2,000.

32. 145 Wahconah Street - Adrien's Diner

The front portion of this building is a dining car, the attached
portion being of concrete block on an elevated slab-on-grade. It would
be subject to one foot of inundation under the SPF.

The dining car portion could be raised to protect this structure
against the SPF and the rear portion protected with removable flood
shields at enitrances and waterproofing applied toc the lower two feet
of exterior walls. )

The cost of this work, including modifications to the interface
between the two structures, is estimated at $14,000.

33. 187 Wahconah Street

This structure is a two story brick apartment building in relatively
good condition. It would be subject to two feet of inundation under the
SPF. As thisz stricture could not be raised without damage to its
integrity, floodproofing measures would include providing floodproofing
sealing basement windows and access, and the installation of flash-
boards as well as the waterproofing to the underside of the windows.

The cost of this work is estimated at $3,000.
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weolls | resire basemant, repair

prhes | ed 880

L, Care .Q:v' Oaaupané'b
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CASE "O'- RASE HooseE 3 FeeT
(See pp 12—, JLA).

i e Ca::.r'
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'z, A "&lbc‘r‘ @ .:)fu)-.“@/hr' * 15

& - P 279,



JoB No.__ 12 ~ils2, SHEET No._] 22

o —aTen o5 HUH Gvnek faR0NG ¢ BUCHANAR, K0, son Bugpamey 2o 12052

ov_ K. f_,acﬂ(’u &B CONSULTING ENGINEERS sussecT LOCO CRoof i

ewo By 2 (] r""'"!f. f BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS euent O &
o v =

N PR -2 |
ISy LA & d‘l—i}L.F (mdu::hr’:g msi'a!les,*‘ic}ﬁn i,

5. Replace Concrete
! % izl < DY r,;,/z—, =

Ty & Py /aj b e837

L. Somp Q)mp,ﬁlo-;e nstal CotHet 27
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—Toml Paer TTA L TH 021
X TR L 2 ew.
" " G . HES

~Toral Parr T %7,1L8.

5-20.




108 NO. e el | SHEET N;.ZI /:3?;:

N = =7 FLEL yvneu. nanome ¢ suchanan e oo ormof i lE
CIEETEdRZy  EB T Gomume o o
I g T Y BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS et O .,
N = YT

IS RAISINGS FOONDATION

A EXSTIMG CELLAR .

o Disconnact c:?,' Pestrre Lines
hlaa:hés | SRwer | water | gas eledmic,
“elzolane edz, |ines most be cor 47=.=.'
exiendad , jonuhion boves installed et
Ly Estmate &m0,

| 2 Crderpinnihe -'Jan‘.ku';j

{‘ ’“"\ﬂbli&"&ﬂ‘h\é"\ % —ao.
Elevate strocture = Lot Walls,
jack | place cribbing , et
Labare i dﬁb*?.me:h"énlc;blbfm:-:

Mecheznils ‘5‘2!}1\# X = XE K2 . P, 2

Labaers | 3u@/hrsdxend H

Equiprent Rertm| For Doratian }, 200,

C Yy

3. Ma:a'mj
- lz-ﬁ ~euS Fo.ardahm 'Pm al|
':{‘“e,\rwaja)pma' poor neu.)qcbcr.::labb
; e_‘,
— &' faundetion x 110" perm (new fdn.
walls) @ $a/ef
- b‘t‘&:ﬁuaﬁs g slab { Aeswrme
| M2 & helper) -
F 2, 2D (cobined )/)\r.x f dﬂj‘; K& 98

e T Lt
‘# o ':’:’Jr ."':'JV




Mg ;rae 2

L§
e,

Iéll'}l HAYDEN, HARDING ¢ BUCHANAK. ING. oo _EXTr'T 17—

‘ CONSULTING ENGINEERS sUBJECT "
BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS ey <~
. Meterimls
me:.:;) !pe:.-]bmr.h/’bb:.k. /r_ma-e:ie/ o
w-mate LS Pos,

B Resstersten
Clewmn e, ahrobs lawon jplaster cracked
wells | reskre basement Cepair

porihes  edz IS0,

L, Cmre o Cecupants :
Meosing  fer clorahion , Maving of
valvalbles | etz
esome v
20 clay dorahay & HwS /é:\% M=

—TaraL———%0 998,

—ToTAL GART L PTIe9
ToTAaL Paar LA 11,998,

TOTAL ANTS TATE T 23419, 117

B-22



soeno._ 1= 1la? | HH | SHEET NOZ‘f') =3
pare ___ _2}2B 72y &B HAYDER. HARDING ¢ BUCHANAN. INC.  see E2ITHfir Lo

RV CONSULTING ENGINEERS subszer f=lamia] Fmoming
o oy = ] BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS - o
— A BN '
CoTTS

CASE CA" - DRAMALIE  SNSTEM WiTR SOMO Pump.
(Sex. pp i8 419, T4). ‘

Raww Cost ! 4 W0zl (o2 19)
15% Cenbhngencies | Hoz2.
Coenerat Carvrmeder Ok O (109) O
& 4225
Er:rjmzzm & bur-vej (20%) D (e
4 5,790,

cour | PERIM, AT = 3'5’7@&%7@‘ = $3°¢ Jfr

CASE ' B7- DRAMASE TNSTEM, SUMP RUMP & WATERFRCD Fikes
(Sez pp 18 § 15, TA 4 FB)

Raww o=t | % o8 1. %19)
8% Conhraencies | (ol b
C=erers! traciem O 80 (10%) | o8
| % 8,07
Eraineamrg ¢ Sorves (20%) |08,
% 9,20,

cosT | PERIM . FT -‘1}9”“0/70‘5}»%“’@/&

-2z



SHEET NO 24 /q’h’

soB oDy w1l ] HH .

oars 5]z =8 RAYDEN. HARDING ¢ BUCHANAK. IND. soe _PiTmomie LD

’y K Pmmelded &SB CONSULTING ENGINEERS BUBJEET -

:H_—Q%'D . T—j{"-ﬁ%— EE,:TJ BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS N WS,
NS at

(CASE ' "~ DRAINAGE. TNOTEM | SOMP PuMpP,

qu-:p_pem,-.uc,— 2 Bk DD \WiDOWS

(Se= pp. 18 -20,Th T L)
Remw Coof ! ¥ 00, Lpey 20)
10 % Ca\-:hgemé:; 1T,
Coenars| Cotracta CR&P Ue%) 11T,
8,05
P hrAp
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